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Summary

On March 1, 2002, Efficiency Vermont (EVT) filed its Annua Report on its calendar
year 2001 accomplishments operating as the Statewide Energy Efficiency Utility. As provided
for in the contract between Efficiency Vermont and the Vermont Public Service Board, the
Department undertook areview of EVT’'s 2001 activities with the god of “verifying” the
annudized MWh savings and Total Resource Benefit amount clamed by EVT. Thisreport to
Mike Wickenden, Contract Administrator for the PSB, summarizes the results of that review.

The DPS recommends that EVT’ s 2001 annualized MWh savings be reduced by about
644 MWh or 2.0% of the savings claimed in EVT’ s March 1 report. These adjustments will
flow to associated reductions in KW savings and the claimed Tota Resource Benefit (TRB)
and will be recdculated by EVT.

The DPS and EV'T have reached agreement on dl but one issue raised in this review.
The subject in dispute concerns a snow making equipment project at a southern Vermont ski
resort. Thisreport contains afarly detailed discusson of the DPS findings and reasoning
related to its proposed adjustment to the savings EVT claimsfor this project.

The balance of the subjectsraised in the review, and their proposed resolution, are
briefly described. The report also includes a description of the DPS review process and a
discussion of therole of EVT’ s Qudity Assurance Plan asit relates to DPS evauation and
review respongbilities.

Aswas the case lagt year, the DPS commends all EVT gaff involved in this process.
Their professonaism in sharing their time and knowledge has made this process one that
continues to strengthen both parties understanding of the issues confronting Efficiency Vermont
and the DPS in our mutud desire to continue advancing the goas of the Statewide energy

efficiency uility.

1 The DPS review results are quantified as reductions to annuaized kwh or
MWh gross savings at the customer meter. The EVT contract savings goas are expressed in
MWh savings a generation, net free ridership and spillover effects. Oncethefind savings
amounts “at the customer meter” are determined, the revised savings “a generation net free
ridership and spillover” will be caculated by EVT.
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DPS Review Process

Over atwo-month period covering March and April, 2002, DPS staff members Tom
Franks, Randdl Lloyd, Chris Owen, and Carole Welch worked with DPS contractors West Hill
Energy and Computing to plan and implement the review, and develop the conclusions and
recommendations contained in thisreport.  In addition, the DPS retained the services of
engineering consultant, SAID (Science Applications Internationa Corporation) to review seven
large or complex projects or technologies for which EVT clamed substantia savings for 2001.

Using EVT s database, West Hill constructed alist of projects proposed for the review.
Approximately one hundred thirty (130) projects from atota of 2,155 were sdlected.? Overal,
the savings from the reviewed projects represent nearly 12% of EVT’ stotal 2001 claimed
annudized MWh savings.

The process for selecting these projects was as follows:

1. All projects were ordered by size (total kWh savings) and approximately the top
25 projects were identified for review.

2. All projects were grouped first by program and then by size, and afew of the
largest projectsin each program (if not first identified in step 1) were sdlected.

3. All measures were ranked by size (total kWh savings) and projects with high
measure-level savings or unusua measures were chosen (if not aready marked
insteps 1 and 2 above).

Multiple Ste viststo EVT offices were made during March and early April to review
project files and discuss projects with EVT dtaff. West Hill used EVT’ s database to check
savings assumptions for prescriptive measures againg the reference manua and to verify
prescriptive savings for the resdential programs. West Hill aso developed spreadsheets
extracted from the database that contained detailed measure and project datafor each EVT
program. Electronic and hard copy files from selected projects used by EVT to caculate
savings and screen measures were reviewed. Customer billing history records available from
EVT stracking system were reviewed for selected projects.

The DPS provided EVT with adraft list of issueson Friday, April 5. EVT provided its
written response to the DPS' preliminary issues the following Friday, April 12 and a meeting

All EPP lighting and al EPP clothes washers are each considered one project.
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between EVT and the DPSwas held on April 19. At that meeting, mutualy agreed upon
resolutions were reached on dl but oneissue.

Findings

This report and recommendation to the Contract Administrator summarizing the results
of the DPS review is presented under one of four categories, asfollows:

Category 1.  Unresolved Issue with Adjusments

Category 2. Resolved Issues with Adjustments

Category 3:  Savings Issues Without Adjustments, Requiring Future Attention
Category 4. Other Issues

In generd, itemsin dl categories will require further action. Mog, if not dl, of the issues
identified and discussed under categories 1, 2, & 3 will be referred to the appropriate Technica
Advisory Group (TAG). In some instances, the review uncovered items where EV'T gpparently
under reported savings and/or TRB. This report makes no effort to quantify thoseitems. The
report aso includes some process issues and concerns identified during the review that will
require EVT attention and perhaps further discussion/negotiation. Findly, this report contains a
brief discusson of arole EVT’s Quaity Assurance Plan implementation might play in the DPS
review and evauation of EVT programs.

Category 1. Unresolved Issue

The DPS and EVT have not reached agreement on the appropriate savings to claim for
asnow making project at Stratton Mountain Resort. EVT assarts the measure indalled isa
retrofit project, not subject to an Act 250 permit, and therefore not subject to an agreed-upon
adjustment factor of 75% for Act 250 mgjor projects. The DPS asserts EVT knew, or should
have known, the ski resort has an Act 250 Master Plan with efficiency provisons and thus
efficiency measures implemented at that resort are subject to the “mgor project” adjustment
factor.

The parties agree that this project and others identified elsewhere in thisreport illusrate
the need to clarify whether projects are under a master plan or otherwise qualify asamgor
project in Act 250.

CEO Program: Act 250 Master Plan project



Sratton Mountain Resort (Project 6014-1318)

This Stratton Mountain project involved ingalation of efficient “tower” guns as part of
snow making equipment on exigting trails. The annua savings estimate was ca culated based on
guiddines established a year ago in consultation with SAID. Thereis no digpute about this
esimate. The dispute concerns the status of the project as a“major project” under Act 250
jurisdiction, which subjects the estimated savings to the agreed-upon 75% Act 250 Impact
Factor.

Inits preiminary findings document, the DPS noted that three snow making projectsit
reviewed, including this project, were recorded in EVT’ stracking system in the CEONEW
track rather than as Act 250 “magjor” projects. Initsresponse, EVT stated the projects had
been erroneoudy recorded, were replacements or additions to existing equipment, and should
be recorded as a MOP project but not as Act 250 projects. EV T’ s staff did not understand an
Act 250 permit modification was required for thiswork or that existing permits governed the
work and was unaware of Act 250 requirements that apply to existing equipment.

The Stratton Mountain Resort is afrequent Act 250 applicant and published an Energy
Master Plan in September 2000 that provides aroad map to guide energy efficiency investments
at the resort. Because aresort frequently adds or upgrades energy equipment in projects both
within and outside the scope of individua Act 250 congtruction permits, the Department seeks
madgter plan guidelines be followed for resort-related work —whether subject to individua
congtruction permit amendments or not. Thisis consstent with the DPS s policy on “ Ski Area
Magter Planning and Act 250" published in January 1995 and the Department’ s “ Draft Magter
Plan and Land Use Plan Application” of February 2000 (attached) requiring an energy efficiency
implementation plan for retrofits and other non-Act 250 work in existing facilities to offset new
electric load resulting from permitted new congtruction projects. In addition, the resort is
located on the congtrained Southern Loop transmission and distribution system and thus
eectricad end use efficiency isatopic of ongoing discussons between it, the DPS, and Centrd
Vermont Public Service Corporation.

The DPSand EVT agree that the issue of coordination with the DPS Act 250 regulatory
activities needs further attention and clarification and both parties have committed to seek
improvements in communication.

The Department has constructed a history with documentation (attached) that supports
this position, as described below.

In 1998, Stratton made available for review a generd master plan for the resort’s

development. Randall Lloyd of DPS and Jon Groveman, land use attorney for the Agency of
Naturd Resources, offered comments to the Digtrict 2 Environmenta Commission which led to a

4



filing by the resort of a document titled “ Energy Assessment Plan” on August 31, 2000. This
document described existing and planned energy systems at Stratton and fulfilled the resort’s
obligation for the energy Criterion 9(F) component of its master plan. (See attached: memo by
Randdl Lloyd of May 26, 1998, “ Stratton Master Plan”; Agency of Natura Resources Entry of
Appearance by Jon Groveman, May 21, 1999; and excerpts from the Stratton Mountain Resort
Energy Assessment Plan, Aug. 31, 2000, sent to Didtrict 2 Environmenta Coordinator April
Hensdl). The Department recollects providing a copy of the Stratton energy master plan to
Efficdency Vermont gaff.

The Stratton energy plan gives ayear-by-year count of HKD “tower” guns planned for
ingtallation through year 2009 (see pages 10, 16 and 18) to “improve the efficiency of the
snowmeaking further...” The pledge to ingtdl these measures was formdized as aresult of the
Department’ s insistence that the resort develop an energy master plan. The resort so said it
would follow Act 250 energy criterion “in any new indalations” (See Stratton Energy
Assessment, page 10).

On October 25, 2000, EVT distributed a memo entitled “C& I Act 250 Basdlines and
Inspections.” The memo on page two stated: “Mgor projects are defined as any building that is
over 30,000 square feet or is part of aproject with an Act 250 Master plan designation.” The
memo aso describes the methodology whereby “magor” Act 250 projects are subject to the
agreed upon 75% impact factor adjustment.

In summary, the DPS recommends the Contract Administrator support the DPS
adjusment given the documented history demongtrating that:

1. Stratton Mountain Resort has an energy master plan;

2. Efficiency Vermont was aware, or should have been aware, of the Stratton
medter plan; and

3. The .75 impact factor appliesto dectric consumers with Act 250 master plans.

DPS Recommendation: The annudized MWh savings claimed by EVT for this project should be
reduced by applying the .75 Impact Factor for “mgor” Act 250 projects as outlined in the
October 25, 2000 memo. This reduces the claimed annualized kWh savings from 592,060 to
444,045, for areduction of 148,015 kWh.

Category 2. Resolved |ssues with Adjustments

EVT and the DPS have reached agreements on specific adjustments for the following
measures. These adjustments are reflected in the attached chart.



CEO Program

Project No. 6014 1108. Shelburne Community School Expansion. This Act 250 project
specified propane heet in its application and agreed in writing to aban on dectric space hest.
During areview of the project, Efficiency Vermont staff learned the project might install used,
modular classrooms with electric heet, despite earlier assertions. DPS wrote the digtrict
environmental commission July 20, 2000 and received an assurance el ectric space heat would
be banned. Hence, the origina heating plan was adhered to. 1t's arguable whether the electric
heat would have been inddled, but it'sclear EVT had arole in diminating any prospect of it.

The DPS and EVT agree to acompromise of 50 percent of the gross estimated savings. This
reduces EVT’ s clamed savings by 55,930 kwWh's.

Project No. 6013 1332. Verizon. Initsprdiminary findings, the DPS questioned EVT usng
the higher of two savings cdculations found in the file for this project. EVT’ s response darified
that the higher savings estimate was the result of a detailed analysis done by Hallam Engineering .
The DPS accepts the use of the more rigorous analys's, and hence, supportsthe origind clam
by EVT.

Project No. 6013 1693. Holiday Inn pool dehumidification. This measure was one of
severd where DPS requested an andlysis by SAID regarding the savings clam. In this case,
SAID concluded that the measure, while worthwhile, used an unredigticaly high number for
basdine energy consumption. The SAID andysis supports a savings clam of 66,546 kWh
rather than the 125,783 kWh's claimed by EVT, which results in areduction of 59,237 kWh.

EVT has agreed to this adjustment.

Project No. 6014 1053. Northeast Cooper atives. Thiswas the phase two expanson of the
Northeast Cooperatives freezer warehouse space permitted by the Act 250 commission. There
was an implicit understand among the DPS, CVPS (which negotiated a phase 1 incentive) and
the permittee that two-stage lighting would be ingtdled in phase two if experience with it was
favorable in the firgt warehouse section. CVPS incentivized bi-level warehouse switching asan
above-basdline measure during the cooperatives phase 1 congtruction. Asaresult, DPS
contends the permit process largely succeeded in securing the energy savings from this measure
in Phase two, through establishing a higher custom basdline for subsequent phases of the

project. Neverthdess, EVT presencein this project likely influenced the actua ingtalation of this
agreed-upon measure.

EVT and DPS agreed this project was unique in certain respects, particularly asa“trangtion”
from DSM sarvicesby CVPSto EVT. A compromise was reached whereby EVT will clam 50
percent of the adjusted savings. Thisisareduction of 44,973 kWh.



Project No. 6014 1078. Bishop Marshall High School. InaMay 2000 project review
letter, EVT discovered there was a planned 9 kW boogter heater for a kitchen dishwasher.
DPS discussed the matter with the gpplicant, who agreed to anon-electric dternative. DPS
recommends that the savings claim be “shared” because it was able to negotiate the dternaive
(in effect, acustom basdline) as part of the permit process.

In acompromise, EVT agreed to accept the DPS recommended 50% adjustment.

Project No. 6014-1192 Smugglers Notch Snowmaking. Smugglers Notch and the DPS
have worked closgly on a number of energy fronts over the yearsincluding Act 250 master
planning. Ingenerd terms, Smuggler’s adheres to minimum energy performance levelsthat are
higher, on average, than that typicaly found for smdl projects around in the sate. Thisistrue, of
course, for Smuggler’s new construction projects subject to Act 250.

This snowmeaking expansonisa“mgor “ Act 250 project and as such, the current practice
basdine should reflect a custom basdline based on a reasonable assessment of Act 250 permit
conditions resulting from the customer’ s origindly intended design.

Therefore, the project savings should be reduced by applying the .75 Impact Factor for
“maor” Act 250 projects. Thisreduces EVT’s claimed savings by 39,839 kWh.

EVT agrees with this adjusment.

Project No. 6014-1320 Jay Peak Tower Guns. The Department recommended that this
project also be recognized as Act 250 “mgor” project and therefore the savings should be
determined using .75 Impact Factor adjustment. EVT questions how it would have known this
project was subject to Act 250. The DPS acknowledges Jay Peak and the Digtrict 7
Environmental Commission are not as far dong in the master planning process as most other
Vermont mgor ki resorts.

In compromise, the DPS and EVT agreed to reduce the booked savings by 12.5 percent.

Act 250 “Major” Projects. Following areview of seven projectsidentified by DPS, EVT
determined that the “impact factor” was gpplied incorrectly to custom measures for four of these
“maor” projects. Thiserror was associated with the phasing in of the “ CAT tool” software. The
DPS provided EVT with a preiminary estimate of the adjustment by applying the .75 Impact
Factor for the custom measures in these four projects.

EVT will verify the DPS estimate for these four projects.

Efficient Products Program: Clothes Washers



For 545 of the 2,715 clothes washers ingtdled through this program, EVT incorrectly claimed
savings of 347 kWh per year instead of the 312 kWh as documented inthe TRM. EVT has
agreed to correct this error.

Efficient Products Program: Free bulbs

Dueto delaysin the mail order catalog product deliveries, Energy Federation Inc. (EFI)
digtributed free CFL bulbs to gppeaseits cusomers. EVT clamed full savings for the 136 bulbs
shipped on or around February 2001. Since the customer did not actualy order these bulbs, the
DPS has concluded that it is unduly optimigtic to clam savings comparable to purchased bulbs.
In response to DPS inquiries about this, EVT relayed EFl's belief that, because these bulbs were
sent to'usrs', i.e, people who have demondrated their interest in usng efficient lighting

products by ordering them directly, they have a higher chance of being used in high use locations
and therefore the savings should not be discounted.

The DPS and EVT compromised and agreed that the savings for the free bulbs will be reduced
by 25%.

L ow Income Single Family Program: Weather Normalization for Space Heat Fud
Switching

EVT increassed the kWh savings estimated from the billing history by 10% to account for
weether normdization. This adjustment is based on caculating the average degree days for the
previous three heating seasons and comparing this average to the 20-year average. In dl the
files reviewed by the Department, the billing history reflected usage during the 2000/2001
heating season. However, the heating degree days for 2000/2001 were about 5% lower than
the 20 year average. Since the 2000/2001 usage should be normalized to the actual heating
degree days for that period, the correct adjustment should be 5%, not 10%.

EVT has agreed to reduce kWh, KW and TRB savings from the space heating fuel switchesin
this program by 5% across the board.

L ow Income Single Family Program: Double Counting of Fuel Switch and Conservation
Savings

For seventeen projects in this program, savings were clamed for both hot water conservation
and water heat fudl switching measuresingalled during 2001. About 6.5 MWHh's were claimed
for conservation measures ingdled in homes that dso switched fuels. Although the Department
agrees with EVT's gpproach of ingtdling the water conservation devices a the time of the audit
even if the customer later decides to switch fuds, the savings should be claimed only once.



EVT agreed to remove the savings associated with the conservation measures for those
participants who switched fuels.

L ow Income Single Family Program: DHW Fud Switching

The DPS reviewed sixteen projects with completed DHW fuel switches, and ten of these
ingtalations were projected to save more than 6,000 kWh. The technica anadysisfor eight of
these ten projects contained anomalies of various kinds. For example, three of these participants
were on CVPS'srate 3.3 In these cases, the rate 3 hills reflected the exact amount of eectricity
consumed for water heating, but the fudl switching savings clamed for dl three projects were
subgtantidly higher than therate 3 usage. Review of the analysstoal for the other projects
showed possible errors in inputs and highly optimistic estimations of water usage. After
identifying these issues, the DPS aso compared the estimated savings againgt the actud
reduction in usage as aredlity check. For two of these projects, there was sufficient
pogt-ingdlation hilling history to suggest that the fuel switching savings were subgstantialy
overestimated.

EVT agreed to reduce the kWh, KW and TRB savings for these eight projects as shown on the
attached spreadshet. In addition, the DPS determined that the adjustments for the ten reviewed
projects with high savings added up to gpproximately 20% of the total savings for these ten
projects. EVT agreed to reduce the fue switching savings for the remaining 25 DHW fuel
switching projects with high savings by 20%.

L ow Income Single Family Program: Space Heat Fuel Switching Project

For project number 6034 2277, the savings are substantialy overstated in the Fast Track
snapshot compared to the heat |oad calculation subsequently provided by EVT (34,149 gross
kWh compared to 17,920 kWh pre-weatherization and 10,003 kWh post-weatherization).

The DPSand EVT have agreed that the estimated post-wesatherization savings of 10,003 annud
kWh and associated KW savings should be claimed for this project.

Residential New Construction Program: Lighting

Per unit savings for specific fixtures, i.e., T-8's (average 520 KWh per year), metd halides
(1,679 kWh) and U-tubes (400 kWh), are overstated due to the assumption that these fixtures

3 CVPS Rate 03 isaresidentid off-peak water heating tariff. These water
heaters are separately metered, thus providing actua eectric water heating usage for these
customers.



arereplacing flood lights. This assumption may be reasonable on a sraight lumen-equivaency
basis, but it does not reflect actud lighting decisons made by builders and homeowners.

In acompromise, the DPS and EVT agreed EVT will reduce the savings to the average per unit
savings shown on the attached spreadshest.

REEP: Ventilation Fans.

Forty-two ventilation fans were ingaled in the Westgate complex through REEP. These fans
are expected to run continuoudy. The claimed measure life of 10 years, however, would be
appropriate only if the fans were expected to be operated eight hours per day. At the rated
lifetime, about 3.5 years would be a more redlistic assumption for continuous operation.

EVT and the DPS have agreed to reduce the measure life to 3.5 years, and adjust associated
lifetime and TRB savings

Category 3: Savings | ssues Without Adjustments, Requiring Future
Attention

The issues listed under this category were identified during the verification process, but
did not rise to the levd of requiring adjustments to the year 2001 savingsand TRB clam. In
generd, these issues will be addressed through the process for reviewing the technica reference
manua and will be referred to the Technicd Advisory Group for consideration.

CEO Program

Act 250 Projects. DPS acknowledges the program design changes related to the ACT 250
track of the CEO program indtituted in late 2001. The addition, EVT provided the Department
with revised Act 250 Basdlinesin its Portfolio of New and Revised Measures of April 1, 2002.
The DPS proposesthat arevised methodology for caculating savings for dl Act 250 projects
in 2002 be established by the parties by Julyl1, 2002.

M easur eswith high operation and maintenance (O& M) requirements. The Department
has often encouraged EV'T to condder establishing a mechaniam to adjust estimated savings for
O&M intensive measures by gpplying a persistence factor, or other gppropriate adjustment, for
high O&M measures which do not incorporate O&M follow-up or commissioning services.
The DPS recommended that EVT establish appropriate adjustments to its reported measure
savings for high O& M measures such as programable lighting, energy management and other
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automated energy optimization and variable load systems to account for energy savings
redlization rates which are likely to be lower than engineering estimates. DPS proposes that
EVT include appropriate persstence factors (e.g., .850r .9) to its savings caculation
methodology for high O& M measures in the Technica Resource Manud (or include a CXC
variable to measure algorithms similar to that established for VFD measure # 1-A-2-a).

I nteractive Savings. In reviewing the project files for 2001 projects the DPS was unable to
find a clear and congstent description or documentation of the methodology applied to individua
messure savings to account for interactive effects among groups of measures (e.g., lighting
equipment and controls, HV AC equipment efficiency and economizers and/or ventilation
controls and comprehensgve packages of motor drive, HVAC efficiency and refrigeration
measures).

EVT agreed to document calculation methodologies to address interactive savings for projects
involving multiple messures

Tower Shoemaking Guns. These have become a prevaent purchase for shoemaking at mgor
ki resorts in recent years, suggesting the market is changing rapidly. Suitable incentive levels for
this measure and amore critical andyss of savings daims deserves timely attention.  Efficiency
Vermont staff believes resorts likely have dectric and water metering datathat will be useful in
more accurately ascribing energy and demand savings attributable to tower guns.

I nvestment Payback lessthan One Year. DPS noted many CEO projects where the
customer’ s investment on payback was lessthan oneyear. EVT agreesto discussthisissue
further with the DPS and explore program refinements to ensure that quick payback measures
leverage more comprehensve measure ingdlations.

Dairy Farm Program: Water Savings

EVT agreed to investigate developing amethod to claim water savings for dairy farm measures
that save water.

L ow Income Single Family: Space Heating Nor malization

EVT iscurrently normalizing the space heating usage to a 20-year average. Given the recent
warming trend, EVT should consder normdizing to a 10 year rather than a 20 year average.

Efficient Products Program: Lighting Savings
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The DPS review and andlyds of the lighting savings cdlaimed in this program raises questions
about the appropriateness of some of the assumptions underlying the savings for lighting products
inthis program. A minor specific adjusment was agreed on for the “free bulbs’ issue identified
under Category 2 of this report. The following discusses the other issues identified in our review
we propose to subject to an adjustment moving forward.

Multiple purchases. A dgnificant percent of the 2001 program lighting savings are tied to
participants who purchased multiple lighting products. Program guiddines dlow participants to
receive rebates for atota of 6 bulbs and 4 fixtures annualy. Over 22% of 2001 program
savings are connected to participants purchasing over 10 lighting products. Sixty participants
purchased over 20 products. These purchases trandate to unredigticaly high annua savings per
account. Each unit purchased in this program is credited with a per unit savings based on an
average annua burn time of 3.4 hours per day. However, the high per participant number of
products purchased suggests some of these products will not likely beingaled in high use
locations. The lifetime savings may eventudly be redlized, but annud savings are likely
overstated in these Situations.

EVT responds that many of the accounts with the largest savings are apartments, or
owners of renta units making purchases under one accounts for multiple accounts. In
interviews, EVT daff reported it investigated thisissue during the year by caling the stores
where the large purchases were made, and that generally the store was able to explain the
transaction to EVT’ s satisfaction. In these cases, the high volume purchases were to be ingtdled

in many separate dwdling units.

EVT sresponse may address the participants in the very high savings group, roughly the
80 participants expected to save more that 2,000 annualized kwh. However, another 1,600
accounts (18% of the total products sold) show estimated savings between 750 and 2,000 kWh
per year. This represents savings ranging from 75% to 200% of the average annud residentia
lighting use estimate of 1,000 kWh per year. These numbers reflect 2001 only. With
participants able to purchase 10 lighting products each yesr, there is potentia for this Stuation to
become more prevaent.

From a program implementation perspective, EVT’ s policy is gppropriate. The DPS's
concern isthat the basis for the savings, spillover and free rider assumptions are unlikely to apply
to the participants purchasing high numbers of efficient lighting products. These assumptions
should be reconsidered and adjustments made to better fit the effect of program implementation
drategies.

Seasonal participants
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Over 15% of Vermont housing is classfied as seasond so it islikely some of the EP purchasers
are seasond residents.* These participants are unlikely to use the lighting products (or clothes
washers) to the same extent as assumed in the measure characterizations. Thisissue may dso
support some revision to the savings assumptions.

REEP

Water Conservation Savings. REEP is caculaing the savings from weater conservation
savings using estimated amount of water used and changes from the conservation devices. Inthe
past, this method has generaly produced higher results than could be verified through monitoring
dudies REEP has argued that water savingsin MFB’s are likely to be higher than in aingle
family due to the greater complexity of the water distribution sysemsin MFB’s. Mogt of the
water hesting savings are associated with foss| fuels and the TRB. One project has eectric
savings of about 4 MWh for 3 showerheads and 3 kitchen aerators (1,335 kWh per unit, 500
per aerator and 835 per showerhead). The prescriptive savingsin the LISF are 57 kWh per
aerator and 340 per showerhead. The same calculations are made for buildings with foss| fuel
water heating. REEP s savings seem to be high, even if distribution system savings are added.

The DPS suggests that EVT should either document that these savings can actually be achieved
in these buildings or adjust the savings cdculations to be more conservative.

L ow Income Single Family Program

During the course of its review, the Department noted that the vdidity of the results of
the water heating load estimated from the disaggregation tool seem to be highly dependent on
the individua using thetool. The Department suggests that high fudl switching savings for both
water and space heating should be more thoroughly reviewed by EVT, and that dternatives to
the “disagg” tool for estimating water heating load should be considered for future program
implementation of the LISF and other resdentid fuel switching programs.

Residential New Construction Program: Lighting

The DPS and EVT should revigt the assumptions for caculating the savings for some
fixtures. EVT is currently in the process of modifying the number of lighting measures and

4 We are unable to assess the magnitude of the purchases by seasond customers.
EVT suggested that it may be possible to identify seasond participants by comparing the utility
mailing addressto the Site address. Thiswould have to be done by EVT and it is not atogether
clear it would be worthwhile & thistime,
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reviewing the assumptions used in this program. When this process is complete, the DPS will
review the results.

Category 4. Other Issuesto be Addressed on a Prospective Basis

Some of the issues raised relate more to program implementation processes rather than
amply savings cdculaions. EVT and the DPS have agreed to establish an approach to discuss
and resolve these issues.

L ow Income Single Family Program: Space Heat Fud Switching Savings

EVT should look at the procedures for screening space heating fud switchesin this
program. The screening should be conducted as a package containing the fud switching and
wesetherization measures, with the god of recommending the set of measures with the highest net
benefits. If the package passes the screening, each measure should be considered to be cost
effective. If the weetherization measures will be ingaled but are not funded by EVT’s program,
both the program kWh savings and estimated increase in fossll fud usage should be based on
post-westherization savings.

CEO Program: Productivity I ssues

Inlast year' s report to the Contract Adminigtrator, the Department identified thisissue.
We reterate our interest in having EVT provide input to the DPS to characterize productivity
changes made in conjunction with industrid and large commercid efficiency projects. Thismight
involve documenting additiond tangible benefits that are not currently addressed or quantified in
the TRB ca culation methodology such asimproved power factor, reduced customer bills due to
ratchet clauses, reduced on-ste emissons and production waste, improvements in productivity
and working conditions, reduced utility bill arrearage, locd economic development “multiplier
effects’, locd job crestion, and other items EVT encounters in its program implementation.
Related to this effort, the parties should consider how offsets could be estimated for projects
which are likely to result in additiona eectrica consumption due to increased manufacturing
output .

Roleof EVT Quality Assurance Plan

At the beginning of this review, the DPS relayed its desire to review certain products of
EVT s Qudity Assurance Plan. EVT indicated there are not specific files or documents
avallable that condtitute these items specified in EVT’ s Qudlity Assurance Plan. Asareault, this

review does not incorporate any information related to EVT’ s qudity assurance activities other
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than that information contained in the project specific filesreviewed. Where potentia issues
have arisen that might be illuminated by the QA documentation, we were limited to anecdota
information provided by EVT daff interviews.

Components of EVT’ s Quality Assurance Plan could be very useful to the DPS
evauation of EVT’s programs, particularly its processes and procedures. It is therefore a cause
for concern to learn there is not information available from the QA process.

We recognize the Stuation presents a dilemmain that the value of QA to EVT can be
compromised when regulators have access to files whose value lies partly in its ability to be
direct and candid without the congtraint of potentia regulatory disapprova. We do not want to
cregte a Stuation whereby the primary focus of QA becomes the development of products for
the regulator’ s eyes rather than the improvement and enhancement of EVT programs and
services.

However, there are certain aspects of EVT’ s plan we think are important to the DPS's
evauation work and, we believe, our activities reated to the review of your Annua Report. We
would like to meet soon with EVT and the Contract Adminisirator to discuss and resolve this
issue so that EVT’'s QA Plan can fulfill its expected role in informing DPS evauation activities.
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